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Attachment {3

Memorandum from MPUA fo DNE on Legacy

Document begins on pdf page 2931 of PolyMet PTM Application Dec. 2017

[t is an attachment to the Appendix 15.1 Legacy Closure Plan for Ferrous LTVSMC Areas subject
to Assignment from Cliffs Erie, L.L.C. Dec. 2017 (no author named)

Appendix 15 Financial Assurance
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Legacy Permitting/Financial Assurance for Change in Assignment
Former LTY Steel Mining Company {(LTYEMO) Tatlings Basiy and Plant Site
Aan Foss, Metallic Mining Sector Divector
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b, Asnoted above, the State Master Agreement had a goal of preserving assets for the future. This
included the Basin, If the scenario above occurs, the State will need to consider how long to
continue to preserve the Basin asset before proceeding with final closure.

¢. The soonest this scenario will cocur is the early 202(7s.

d. fthe State decides to proceed with final closure of the ferrous Basin, the MPCA will gvaluate
the environmental conditions at that time and the regulatory tools (see part V.C. 4. of this
document) available to the agency at that time to determine how to best resolve any remaining
legacy water issues.

2. Groundwater
a. Data shows groundwater quality is generally better than applicable groundwater standards at the
property line. For aluminum, iron, manganese and pH, natural background exceeds the
groundwater criteria. For arsenic and barium, an evaluation of tracer pollutants indicates these
exceedances are not due to the Basin,
3. Mercury
a. Formercury, in locations where surface water quality surrounding the Basin exceeds the standard,
the higher concentrations are most likely due to influences from precipitation and background
concentration, not from seepage from the existing Basin.

MPCA concludes no treatment/mitigation is necessary in final closure for mercury.

4. Sulfate and wild rice
a. Continuation of the current conditions associated with the Basin will likely not result in an
exceedance of the calculated sulfate standard {or alternative sulfate standard in the proposed rule)
if the MPCA’s proposed rule revision goes into effect. Closure is not anticipated to change this
conclusion, so no treatment/mitigation for sulfate would be required for protection of wild rice.
b, Ifthe wild rice rulemaking is not completed, another regulatory option available to the State
would be to consider developing a site-specific standard based on the science at that time.

S, Class 3 and 4 poliutants

a. Asnoted in V.C.L., MPCA is in the process of evaluating the existing water quality standards for
atkalinity, hardness, TDS and specific conductance. MPCA has made this rulemaking a high
priority and expects to propose revisions in 201 8. Based on current information, MPCA expects
that these standards will either remain unchanged or become less stringent. The rulemaking will
provide clarity as to where the standards apply and how to determine whether the surface water
meets the applicable standard. This clarity will be provided even in the event the numeric
standards remain unchanged. This rulemaking should be complete prior to the early 2020°s.

b, Monitoring data indicates current compliance, future compliance, and uncertain compliance with
the current standards using g protective compliance method.

¢. MPCA recommends regular evaluation of the monitoring data, especially upon completion of the
revision to the Class 3 and 4A standards. In addition, based on evaluations, MPCA may
recommend additional sampling or biological testing to support alternative regulatory approaches
{see V.C.4).

Considering the information above, MPCA concludes that if the scenario in part L above ocourred
and the Basin had to be closed, no treatment/mitigation for alkalinity, hardness, TDS and specific
conductance would be required.



EPA-R5-2020-000609_0000063

Page S of 10

Y, Betadled Baxis for Response bused on Surbaee Water Uunlity

date was revigwed, The only parameters of conecern entified were sulfse,
ss. total dissolved solids (TDR), and specific conductance, These wil
e

surfacs water monioring

' .%imx i

Y WY
2. Sultuie
3, Alkabin

&
k3
# i izzmw &zwi» %3&
vas fngll.
® shie Hasin indicgts conponirations
cepmge 0 groundwater have genens
3

ey 10 he g sink for
g of mercury through

x.

ents results in an overall
maz:i zgimxmﬁ ao e g

mms, ui t%";s;f
3 iy ii e apsiime

mereury i northern Minngs
adsorption 1o solidg |

DRI
WHlers, 18
dzzz ing asonis géxm
eutpitation and exi
'i,.,i YRR miling
Eﬁz;zssiﬁ te %}-aﬁ ot

ds,{v waley s i?gffii’sgili s?fsz‘ms;'zazi 3;%'3{-3 tad
there is no sig "§“ cant addition of
page 54329, Table 42,24
i "‘»’%s& ury 2"?&-@ L3, atmospheric

‘, .4, atmospherie deposition is
@‘%iy i:?f Y ﬁiﬁ;ﬁ&miiii‘&ﬂ i Minnesota

lings
ARTCUTY U

5 bnportant 10 note ‘éimi o
Liow supp s alimos aii 3
a2 of of mercury 3

%s %a?s{:;:a';mma wh ‘%’iii"é\sﬁ{}{? sty a%smizéx mz"z*swwsw s%w Bask

weicens are most kel
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the associated measured surface water sulfate concentrations. The two exceptions to this sulcome are with
grab samples SED-92 and SED-G7, which had a caleulated sllowable sulfate concentration of 367 mg/L
and 389 mg/L, with a corresponding measured surface water sulfale concentration of 380 mg/L and 451
myg/l., respectively.”

The proposed rule allows for establishment of an alternate standard for sulfate “when the ambient sulfate
concentration is shove the calculated sulfate standard and data demonstrates that sulfide concentrations in
pore water are 120 micrograms per liter or less.” An alternate standard might be based on a proportional
relationship between the maximum allowable increase in porewater sulfide concentrations and an increase
in ambient sulfate, MPCA s sulfide sampling in Second Creek found pore water concentrations of less
than 120 micrograms per [Her, even where sulfate levels were higher than the MPCA s proposed
gquation-based standard would aliow, The proposed rule proposes 120 micrograms per liter pore water
sulfide as protective of wild rice.

Continuation of the current conditions associated with the Basin will ikely not vesult in an exceedance of
the caleulated allowable sulfate concentrations or alternate sulfide standard it the MPCA’s proposed rule
goes into effect. Closure 13 not anticipated to change this conclusion,

This data is representative of all potential wild rice waters downstream of the Basin and upstream of the
St. Louis River.

if the rulemaking s not completed, another regulatory option available to the State would be 1o consider
developing a site-specitic standard based on the science at that time,

CONCLUSION: As g result, MPCA concludes that if the scenario in L above cecurred and the
Basin had to be closed, no treatment/mitigation for sulfate would be required for protection of wild

rice,

YV.C. Alkalinity, Hardoess, TDR and Specific Conductance

Y.0. 1, Backeround on alkalinity, bardness, TD5 and specific conductance standards,
Hardness is a Class 3 standard providing protection for industrial use. When this standard was developed
i the 1960s, all waters were protected for this use, whether the use existed or not.

Alkalinity, TDS and specific conductance are Class 4A standards providing protection for trrigation use,
These standards were developed in the same timeframe and apply to most waters whether the use existz or
1ot

Al the point in time when the irrigation standards and the industrial use standards were developed, neither
the standards nor the background supporting documents for the standards provided guidance on how 1o
determine surface water compliance with the standards. The standards do not include a frequency or
duration. For instance, is the standard a never<to-excesd value {an “instantancous maximum”™), a monthly
average, an annual average, or some other duration? Minnesota adopted the Class 4 A standards to protect
irrigation uses, and a longer averaging time may be appropriate since a primary intent of the standards is
to protect irvigated soil from the accumulation of salts over the long term. Hardness typically is not g
significant concerm for industrial water appropriators since surface water appropriated for such use is
almost universally treated prior 1o use,

MPCA i5 in the process of evaluating these standards, has made them a high prionity, and expects to
propose revisions in 2018, Based on current information, MPUA expects that the standards will either
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rernain wnchanged or become less stringert. The ndemadang will also provide olarity as to where the
starlards spply and how 1o determine surface water complignes. This clarity will be provided even i the
gvent the numenc standards remain unchanged. This rulemalang should be complete priovto the ewrly
20247y

Meither rigation sor industrial uses exist at ov near the site today. The 7O {ow flow in these
headwater stroams 18 zorn and thus 1t seems unlikely someone wi"'suis"i %‘@s,;;;s; st 1o use %‘hg se waters %m‘

;sg:pm;}r'ativn from Wenne Lake (ocated downsireny nthe | ‘é’fz%“;%tf’* a5 E{ wﬁ{; ?m‘ 3 ag@ii (:uim& ?&fsiﬁé is
ved over 10 miles downstreans and theve is significant watershed contribution to the river privr o
ing Wynne Lake that would result in dilution of sny contributions from the Basin,

Y.C. 2. Review of monitoring dats - Alkalinity, harduess, TDS and specific conductance

Polyhet’s report evalupted the existing surface water monitoring data 201 1-2016) using two statistical
methods. One method uses the 93% confidence interval and one method uses the 95% o prediction interval,
The 55% pmd;{,izﬂ e interval upper Hmit represents the 959 likelibood that all individual data points will
be below iimii mnil. By &Zamimg complisnce by using the ¥5% prediction interval method is protective, As
noted abuve, in VO L, neither the standands for these parameters nor the %313{:3(&;@{&:‘;& supporting
documents for the standards ;wa ide guidance on how to determine surface water compliance with the
standards, The standards do notinclude a By s:qums: o duration, For stance, s the standard a never-to-
exceed value {an *'*inzf;immm:@m maximum’y 2 monthly sverage, anannual average, or somes other
duration? The current rudemaking will provide clarity as 1o how 1o determing surface water compliance,
Thix clarity could resulting a-cmda.&;@n that these standards will be st

The table below (from the Polvida repott) shows ﬁw “ii:%;*smxmmzc year surtacs waler standurds for these
parameters will be met based oo the 5% pradiction § ad upper Hmin

Table 1  Approximate Year to Achieve Complinnee with Water Quality Stundurds based on 95%
Prediction Interval Upper Limit

cevtain ineariain g1, Linoertain

»'{3

Unceriain

. : low standard
Diata used in caleulations extend theough December 2016; the upper limit of the 95%
prediction meeval reaches complinnee n August 2017

e Lising the 95% prediction interval upper Hmit, Mud Lake Cresk, Unnamed Cres 3»&;;"’9:% Sevond Creek
are in comphance with most of these standurds or will be In compliance by the sarly 2020°s, The
exceplions are diseussed below,
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It is important t note that operation of the proposed NorthMet protect resolves any legaey water quality

insues at the Basin,

H early cessation of pump-backs has a negative effect on water quality, the pumap-backs could be resumed

and remain in place untll standards are met and then be discontinued,

I considering all available regulatory wols, the MPUA would also need o sonsider the following:

1. The facility has been closed since January 2001 and the current MPCA W permit for the Basin
prohibits operation of the frrous facility,

2. MPCA would need 1o evalunte the envirommental tradeotls of all available approaches 1o dete z‘m
the net environmentad benefit. This evalistion would also comsider eovironmental tradeniTs of iw

wstatlation of a collection systew o captues the Basin seepage, which could introduce sdditionsl
environmental concerns (e.g., wetland Impacts, hydrology impacts, eie)

5 Conelusion

Considering all of the information above, MPCA concludes that if the scenario in 11 above
oecarred and the Basin had to be closed, no trestment/mitigation for alkalinity, hardness, TDS and
specific conduvtance wonlld be reguired.

MPUA recommends regular svaluation ai the monitoring data, cspecially upon i:ﬁ:ﬁ;*s%iﬁiiav‘z of the revision
to the Class 3 and 44 mm&dmda In addition, based on evaluations, MPUA may recommend additional

sampling or bivlogicsl testing w support alternative regulatory approaches,




